































































































































































































RESEARCH STRATEGY AND METHODS

or soils with water freely flowing into the hole during
excavation. An additional 10 shovel tests were not
excavated because of obstacles such as dense brush or
]:uaavy disturbances. One shovel test was not excavated
because of an adjacent bee's nest. In the sniper range a
series of 40 transects, each 30 m apart, were walked
and visually inspec’tecl. Shovel test logs were not
maintained for these areas, but numbers of negative
surface collections in each tract were noted in claﬂy feld

notes.

At each site, a sketch map was drawn to scale
slnowing the locations of shovel tests, test units, natural
and man-made featureﬂ, and datums. In adc]ition, GPS

positions were taken at all sites.

The GPS positions were taken with a Garmin
GPS 12XL Personal Navigator™ rover used with a
CGarmin GBR 21 Beacon Receiver™. At each site, at
Jeast 50 positions were tecorded since averaging provides
some improvement on accuracy, GPS accuracy is
generaﬂy affected by a number of sources of error,
inclucliug selective availalai]ity, errors with satellite
0100125, and mulﬁpa’clﬁng. Satellite clock errors can
occur when the satellite’s clock is a little as a
millisecond OH, or when the orbit is slig]:l’cly asI?.eW,
tasultmg in a distance ervor. Mulﬁpathing occurs when
the signal received from the satellites bounces off trees,
chain 11111! fences, and bodies of water. The most
extreme source of GPS error is selective avmla.ln.ll’cy
(SA). This is the deliberate mistiming of satellite stgnals
introduced by the Department of Defense. This
degradation results in horizontal errors of up to 100 m
95% of the time and vertical errors of up to 173 m
95% of the time. .

GPS readings taken with SA active® can be
corrected J:!y comparing them to data collected
simultaneously at a known location or hase station,
known as differential correction (or DGPS). This was
undertaken with the Garmin GBR 21 Beacon Recetver
which processes differential correction and records the
corrected GPS UTM coordinates on the Garmin

¥ Recently the Department of Defense has turned
off celective availability. Our work elsowhere is suggesting that
3D and DGPS are providing very similar results.

Personal Navigator.

The oritical parameters used By the Chicora
Taver aﬁemptecl to maximize both data qua_lity and
quantity, using the Garmin recommended fault settings
(for example, the PDOP maslz, which is an indication
of the accuracy of the GPS positions which are
caleulated, is set at 6, with PDOPs below 4 being
excellent and above & being poor). Unlike several earlier
surveys undertaken on post, we did not encounter any
prol)lems with data collection.

As discussed in the previous report {Campo et
al. 1999:74), GPS coordinates used in previous surveys
have been msaﬁs{ac‘tory par’riaﬂy due to the use of
NAD (North American Datum) 83 setting at both the
base station at Fort Stewart and the rover used }Jy
Chicora, while USGS topographic maps are still printed
using NAD 27. Many of these préeviously gathered
coordinates were also atfected }JY mul’cipat]:jng, caused

Table 5.
UTM Coordinates (NAD 27)
DGPS Map Interpo]ation
Site N E N E

9LIS74 3532104 430701
QLISZ5 3532257 430164

T 3532140 430700
3532250 430150

I:)y the dense tree cover in the survey tracts cluring the
summer. We seemn to have met with greater success
during this survey. Ag Table 5 shows, the GPS
ooordinates are exi:remely close to the hand p]o’cted
coordinates. The location of one site at the intersection
of several major roads shown on the USGS maps
ensures that the hand plotte& location is correct,
aHowing us to acm.u:a.fely compare the two coordinates
for at least that one site. The isolated find was situated
in a I:leavily wooded area with no reaclily identifiable
lanJmarlzs, except for a nori:h-aou’ch running trail. In
this case, it seems lilzely that the DGPS position is far
more aocurate.

The reason for this improved level of GPS
accuracy is attributed to the use of an antennas with an

18-foot estension capability. We helieve that this

eliminated prolalems previously encountered with
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mu.ltipal:hing, provicling a clear view for satellites.

No deviations from the original methoclology
described in the Scope of Work other than those
mentioned hefore occurred clu.rmg the field work. No
other unusual or expec’cecl pro}alems occurred clu_rlng the

stuc}y which affects the qua.]lty of the data.
La.]:)ora.torv Methods

The cIeani.ng of artifacts and ca.’caloging of the
specimens was conducted at Chicora laboratories in
Columbia in January 2000. The materials have been
curated at Fort Stewart and have heen cata‘loge& using
that institution's accessioning practices which are an
adaptation of those used ]Jy the University of Ceorgia at
Athens. No specimens were identified which required
conservation or stabilization. Specimens were Packe& in
plasﬁc Lags and boxed. Field notes were prapa.re(l on pH
neutral, alkaline buffered paper and photographic
materials were Procesae& to archival standards, All field
notes, with archival copies, have also been curated with
this faci]ity. '

A_nalysis of the historic collections follow
pro£essiona11y acceptecl standards with a level of
suitability to the quantity and quality of the remains.
In general, the temporal, cultural, and typological
classificationg of historic remains follow such authors as
Clushion (1976), Godden (1964, 1985), Miller {1980,
1991}, Noel Hume {1978), Norman-Wilcox (1965},
Peirce (1988), Price (1970), South (1977), and
Walton (1976). Class artifacts are identified using
sources such as Jones (1986), Jones and Sullivan
(1985), McKearin and McKearin (1972), MoNa]ly
(1982), and Vose (1975). Sutton and Arkush (1996)
provide an excellent overview of a broad range of other
historic material, alﬂ:oug]n primary sources will typica]}y
be provi&ecl in the text if the remains require a more
detailed ana.lysis.
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RESULTS OF SURVEY

Introduction.

The cultural resources identified during the
intengive survey of the 322.5 ha NRMU D7.2 and the
atliacent Sniper Range include a single historic site and

one isolated occurrence (Figurel9).

Both of these resources are recommended as
ineligi]:;le for the National Register. The identified
historic site is far too disturbed ]:)y military operations to
enable it to address signi{icant research questions. The
isolated find consists of a single specimen and is, Ly
cle'fim'ﬁon, ineligi]:le. The gize, component, qua.cl map,
artifact numl)er, and eligi})ility recommendations for

EaC}'l 'L'ESEEI.I'Cl'l are S]’lOWIl in Tal)le 6

Site 9LI8ZS

Site QLIBTS is a historic scatter measuring 60
m north-south by 45 m east-west, yielding an

also noticed a scatter of historic materials, including
prima.’dly conorets, ]:ricks, mortar, and metal ﬁagmen'l's.
Further surface investigation revealed the remains of a
wmilitary bunker {2 mound of soil and timber debris) at
the northeastern eclge of the site area, as well as a
borrow pit at the northwest eclge. Further to the west is’
an old road ]Jecl, shown on the Fort Stewart maps, but
no longer shown on the USGS fopographic map.
Concrete steps were found between Transects 12 and 13
(Figure 21). While still in the probable building ares,
these steps exhibit &amage consistent with buﬂdozi_ng
(i.e., no longer tilted and cracked). Also present in this
area were a number of trees evic]sncing the remains of
metal turpentine collectors or v—shapecl outs typ-ical of
turpentine collection. Close inspection also revealed
congiderable mi}.itary trash in the general area, as well as
track ruts.

" With the recovery of remains from two 30 m
shovel tests, additional shovel tests were excavated at 15
m intervals from the positive

Table 6.
Archaeological Sites in the Survey Tract

NE =u70t7 eligi]:vle

tests on cardinal directions
until at least two negative tests
were obtained. The site area
was therefore investigatecl ]:y a

Site Component Size Astifact # Quad Map Eligibility series of 31 shovel tests. Of
QLI874  Isolated find 1 m? 1 Taylors Creek NE th lv 239
OLI875 Ilistoricsits  2,700m2 150 Taylors Crosk ~ NE ese, seven (or neary 23%)

were positive, producing 138
artifacts (exclucling brick and
charcoal, see Table 7). An

occupation area of about 2,700 m? (Figure 20). The
site is located east of the intersection of F.8. Roads 36
and 37D, south of the community of Bland Town
previous}y reported Ly Panamerican Consultants (Ii‘l:t]e
et al. 2000). The central UTM coordinates are
N3532257 E430154 and the elevation is about 26 m
above mean sea level (AMSL).

The site was initiaﬂy identified lay shovel
testing on Transects 12 and 13, which produced
positive tests at 14 and 15 respectively. Survey crews

additional two artifacts were
identified on the surface {not collected were brick,

concrete, and 1a.rge metal ﬁagments).

Of the 140 artifacts {again, excluding brick
and charcoal), none offer particularly useful dates, The
whiteware present on the site is consistent with
materials manufactured ’cI'lroug]:lout the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries. The brass shell casing is
suggestive of the twentieth century. None of the glass is
solarlzed, suggesting that the clear glass present on the
site post-dates the first quarter of the twentieth century
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Figure 19. Sites identified in the survey area.
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Table 7.
Antifacts Recovered from OLIgIS

N200 N200 N200 N215 N215 N230 N245  TestUnitl
- Sudfage E185 F200 E215 Eig5__E E200 0-10 10-20
whitsware, undec. 2] 2
glass, clear 1 4 2 1 2
glass, aqua 1 1 1 1
glass, [Jrown 1
glasa, melted 23
window glass 1 2 1 6 1 1
UID nail fregments 5 6 24 1
machine cut nails 1 17
wire nails 1 4 5 3
brick fragments 2 3 5
shell casing 1
strap buckle 1
brass knob 1
UID #ron 1 2
staples 1
barbed wire &agmenis 5
brass tube fragment 1

(Jones and Sullivan 1986:13). Both wire and machine
cut nails are present, suggestive of a twentieth century
date. The types of artifacts present, however, ave
suggestive of a domestic site, Nails and window glass (as
well as the anl?.)

zeveal considerable cliversity in. the soil proﬁles. The A
horizon varies from 9 to 35 cm, typically a brown
(LOYR4/3) sandy loam ovezlying a very pale brown
(10YRZ/3) sand. These profiles are generally consistent

indicate a structure,
while the ceramics
and container glass
are representative of
kitchen group
artifacts. Also
present are a few
items (such as the
staple and barhed
wire) which would
normaﬂy]:e included
in an  activities
group, althougll they
may o represent
materials not climctly
associated with the

occupation.

<

The shovel
tests in the site area

igure 21. Concrete

steps at OL1875,
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Figure 22. Test unit at GLI875, view to the north.

the distribution of the ornamentals, it is
possi]:;le that this site was origma.ﬂy larger,
but military activities have signif:icantly
reduced its size.

This site is not shown on either the
Hinesville 15' topographic sheet from 1918,
or the same sheet revised in 1950. Nor is it
shown on the Taylors Creek 7.5' topographic
sheet, published in 1958. By the 1973
photo revision, however, there are three
buildings shown in this ares. This
information would suggest that the site post-
dates 1958 and predates’ 1973. While the
artifacts could date this late, we would have
expected to also recover plastic and rubber
items from this late a site.

On the other hand, informants

with Stilson sands. The variation in the depth of the A
horizon was lilaely caused }Jy the extensive mﬂitary
operations which have taken pla.ce on the site.

A single 50 cm test unit was excaveted
northwest of the initial positive shovel test on Transect
13, in the area of
densest artifact

bave told David McKivergan (personal
communicetion 1999) that a house site was situated in
this area during the early twentieth century. Moreover,
the site is situated immediately south of the location of
Bland Town, a 1930s kin-based turpentine community
(Little et al. 2000:70). It may be that the occupation
post-dates the 1915 map, was completely abandoned by
1950, and was not plotted on either map. The artifacts

concentrations at the
site (Figure 22). This
test revealed a profile
consistent with the
shovel tests, altllough
it had a very thin A
horizon.  Artifacts
were found to only
20 cm below the
surface.

The vegeta-
tion in the site area is
dominated by
relatively large oaks,
with some pines and
a number of
ornamental PlantS.
including  wisteria
(Figure 23). Given

: L . 1
igure 23. Vegetation in the vicinity of QLIBTS.
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from the site are consistent with a site c].ating from this
perioc]. and this interpretation seems far more reasonable
than a late twentieth century site. The late maps,
documenting a series of structures in this area cluring
the 1060s and 1970s, help explain some of the
disturbance to the site.

This investigation reveals data sets i.ncludi.ng
}eitc]:len, arclﬁtecture, arms, Sta.He, and other achivity
a_.rl:i{acts. One Pro]:lem with the asseluljlage, however, is
that sttinguislﬁng between ca. 1930 and ca. 1960

glass or architectural items will prove very difficult. In
ﬂw‘l‘, it is lilzel'y that the two could on_ly be disﬁnguishecl
on the basis of the entire assem]:llage, or on the hasis of
the arc}naeological feature.

Yet, the integrity of the site suggests that this
is Iil:ee[y impossi]:le. Rutting, evidence of mi]i’fary use,
‘and bulldozing have all taken a significant toll on the
site. It is unlllzely that the data sets can be Eeparatecl or
tl-nat otller data sets, sucll as intact fea‘rures, remains.
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Figure 2. Ske’cch map of isolated find at 9LIRT4.
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As a result, it is unlikely that this site can
address the significant research questions appropriate for
Bland Town. Consecp.tent]y, the site is recommended
not eligible for inclusion on the National Register and

we recommend no additional management activities at
this site.

Isolated Find at QLIB74

Find 9LI874 is an isolated white clay tobacco

overlying 40 em of a light yellowish brown (10YR6/4)
sandy loam. This profile is consistent with the Leefield
Series. Alt}zoug]: these soils are characterized as
somewhat pcotly drained, these soils appearecl
a&equa.’cel‘y drained Aunng the survey. The vegetation in
the site area consisted of mixed hardwoods and pines.

Baged on information obtained from this
sUTVEY, this find does not possess the data sets necesgary
for inclusion on the National Register and is

recommended  not

i ATIg L 4
FER P T

st gl e T o : - 3 St o
Figure 25. Vegetation in the vicinity of 9LI874, view to the south.

dligible. No ad-
ditional managernent
activities are

recommended,
pen&ing the con-
currence of the lead
federal agency and
the QGeoxgia State
Historie Preser-
vation Officer.

pipe stem. It was located in the upper 30 em of Shovel
Test 2 on Transect 19, about 40 m west of a dirt trail
and 610 m south of its junction with F.S. Road 36.
The site's central UTM coordinates are N3532104
E430701 and the elevation is about 25 m AMSL.

An additional four shovel tests (as well as
Shovel Tests 1 and 3 on Transect 19, Shovel Test 2 on
Transect 18 to the north and Shovel Test 2 on
Transect 20 to the south) were excavated at 15 m
intervals on cardinal directions (Figure 24). All were

negative.

Shovel Test pro{ilw in this area reveal ;Lout
30 om of a very dark gray {(10YR3/1) 1oa.my sand
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CONCLUSIONS

As a result of this combination shovel test and
Peflestrian survey of 322.6 ha in the gurvey tracts
encompassing NRMU D7.2 and the adjacent Sniper
Range, one historic site and an isolated find were
identified. Both are recommended as not e[igi_l:vle for
inclusion on the National Register.

Issues discussed in these conclusions include
an overview of current predictive rﬁode]in.g, which
includes an examination of locational da’ca, the use of
historic maps as an indicator of historic sites on the
survey tract, and an overview of what the one identified
site may contribute to our un&erstancling of Bland
Town, identified to the north of the survey tract.

Historic Maps for the Survey Tract

The Hinesville 1918 and 1950 15
topographic maps were both examined to determine
what, if any, historic resources mlght be shown within
the survey tracts. A number of landscape features in the
area c]nang&cl between the creation of the two maps,
most sigui.ficantly the rise of Fort Stewart in an area
which previously consisted prima.rﬂy of small farms and
pine trees. But in the Burvey arca the most noticeable
difference between the two maps are c]:xangeﬁ in the road
network,

Figure 26 shows the survey boundaries overlaid
on the Hinesville 1918 map. While a small segment of
F.S. Road 36 at the northwest edga of the survey tract
was the same in 1918 as it is today, other roads have
changed dramatically. The 1918 map also very
graplﬁcaﬂy reveals the extensive lowland in both the
Sniper Range and also the low prolja.l)ility survey area of
NRMU D7.2.

The 1918 map reveals only ane structure
within  the survey tract. The Luﬂdmg, lilzely a
farmhouse, is situated north of a road running east-west

through the swamp (although the house itself is situated
on a finger of what is shown as drier land}). This
structure continues to be shown on the 1950
’topograpl'lic map, but t]iB&ppea‘rB }Jy the time the 1958
Taylors Creek 7.58' USGS topograp}n'c map is issued.

We determined that the structure should be
situated between Transects 80 and 100. The crew was
instructed to pay pa:d:iaula.r attention to any evidence of
brick or domesticated pla.n’ts. Beyon& this, no deviations
were made to the methodology. The shovel tests on the
transects placecl in this area pxocluced no cultural
remains. The shovel tests revealed soils with reduced A
horizons, indicative of the wet con&iﬁons, and many
tests revealed black, wet or moist soil. Only two areas of
turpentine trees were observed — on Transect 96 and
09. No other surface indications of any cultural activity
were noted. The sSurvey crews did not notice any
domestic vegetation or concentrations of oaks or pecans,
al’chouglq vegetation was thick in numerous areas.

As we have noticed in previous surveys, the
likelihood of finding any specific historic site is variable
and depends on both the military (and other) activities

which have taken place in the area, and the luck of the
transect ]_:v].acement.

It appears that many historic sites were
intentionaﬂy targetecl Ly the mi]itary for removal.
Structures often appear to be bulldozed, at times with
even the rubble l:ein.g removed. This leaves a very sparse
archeological footprint, malzi.ng recovery difficult. Even
when structures didn't receive this particular attention,
they were often located at the junctions of roads —
areas where rni]i’cary activities seem to also congregate,
In many cases this abandance of military activity,
especiauy I)y tracked ve]:licles, has signjficantly reduced
the archaeological visibility of the sites.

Moreover, there is increasing evidence that
structural remains are far more lilzely to be found ]3y
close interval testing than by the 30 by 50 m shovel test
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vl .
Y ™ . SCALE IN KILOMETERS
L

L‘Fig\ma 26. Suwvey boundaries overlaid on the Hinesville 1918 15' topographic map, showing one historic site in thel
survey tract.
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CONCLUSIONS

placemen{: used in low pro]:a.l)ility areas. For example,
Keel (1999) reports that structures are best found with
testing conducted at an 8 m interval and his work at
Magnolia Plantation in Natchitoches, Louisisna pretty
clearly demonstrates the loss of data that occurs when
the interval is increased to even 15 m. With this in
mind, it is exceec].ingly un]jlzely that the structures
identified on historic maps will be consistently located
using the current gurvey mefho&ology. When they are
found it is lilzely a convergence of gocld surface mll:)lllty

and luck. This certain}y geems to be the indication

based on our previous studies at Fort Stewart.

Of course, the question is whether these
resources warrant such a rigorous methoclology,
espeeiaﬂy singe 80 many seem to have been heavily
impac’ced Ly military activities and are cunently juclged
to be ineligi]:le. This is not a question we can answer,
but it is one that should be carefuuy considered ]Jy
future researchers on Fort Stewart. .

The Current Predictive Model and Land Use

As was ]Jrieﬂy discussed in the Natural
Setting chapter, Fort Stewart's predictive madel has
recently been revised talzing into account the more than
15,378 ha of archacological surveys undertaken on post
{McKivergan 1998). McKivergan (1998:1) discounts
distance to water as a critical factor in site Pro}:a})ijity
based on the post’s excessive surface waters. According
to McKivergan {1998:1), less than 687 hectares of the
entire post are more than 500 meters from a surface

water source. This should be a]nun&ant}y clear to any
researcher who spen&s any time at aﬂ on the post.

The revised predictive model places more
importance on soil types, rather than distance to water,
as an indication of sites throughout the post, Based on
the 15,378 hectares of archacological survey, soil
prol)al)ilitiw have been revisecl, and contimie to he

revised as more acreage ip su:veye&.

Currently, A]_l:any 1oamy fine saucla, Blanton
sand, Bonifay fine sand, Dothan loamy sand (with
slopes less than 29), Fuquay loamy sand (with less than
5% slopes), Leefield loamy sand, Qcilla loamy fine sand
and complex, Osier soils, Pelham loamy sands, Stilson
IOEL'[T[Y SanCL ﬁnd T]‘.&On loamy Ban(l Sﬂi].s are Clﬂ-sﬁiﬁecl as

high pm]:al:i]it-y soils, suggesting that these soils will
have a higller number of atcha,eological remains than
other pro]Ja]:ri]ity soils,

The current survey tract is very small and was
compoaecl almost entirely of lower pro]:a.]:ility soils. As
previous mentioned, only three of these lngh prol:a]:i]jty
soils are found in the survey tract — Leeﬂelcl, Pe]]:am,
and Stilson. Combined, they account for only 18% of
the aoreage. Incliviclu.any, the only soil which accounts
for more than 10% of the survey tract is the Leefield
Series, which is found on 10.4% of the tract.

It should pro]:a.]aly, therefore, come as no real
surprise that the one site identified was found on
Leefield scils. What may be more surprising is that the
other projec{'erl historic sites (Wlnch was not fou.nd) ; was
apparen’tly located in an area of Johngon and Bibb soils
— eoils which are re?orted to poorly to very poorly
drained and to exhibit su;face poncling of water {Looper
1982:277).

Does this mean that some poor farmer choose
to place their family in the midst of a swamp? This
doeen't geem lllzely and this site location shows one of
the problems in reliance on soils for classification of
survey methoc]ology. USDA soil maps involve sampling,
auowing small enclaves of one soil fype to be hidden by
Bunoum:ling soil units, In other words, the farm house
being soug}x’c rmgh’c be constructed on better drained soil
which simp}y covers too small an area to be inoluded in -
the mapping.

Moreover, historic site locations tend to be
found near toa.c]s; a majority of which were pul‘olic prior
to the acguisition of the Fort Stewart property in the
19405, as can be seen in the location of structures
along roads on the historic maps for the survey tracts.
Both the projected (Lut not founcl) and the identified

site located cluring the Burvey were clirac‘l:ly acliacent to
roads.

A trend for historic site location has been
noted in previous survey reports (Campo et al.
1999a:177; Campo et al. 1999]3:98). Two historic
sites located during the 1998 survey of NRMU A6.4,
A8.1, and B24.2 were located along historic roads. A
gurvey of nine tracts in Evans and Li]:erty Counties
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found that of 38 historic sites and isolated occurrences,
only six were not located a.long roads, but found between
50-200 m of a road {Campo et al. 1999:177). In the
survey of tracts designated as “A-N," it was found that
of the 30 historic sites, 13% were located at
intersections, 30%, were located on a road, and 57%
were within 50 to 510 m of a road (Tri_n_lzley et al.
1998) In the }AECK Drop Zone aurvey tract
(Tri.nle_ley et al. 1996) two historic sites were recovered,
both at intersections. Of the 32 sites recovered from
two survey tracts in 1997 (Tnnl?jey et al. 1997z}, nine,
or 28% were found at intersections, eiglﬂ:, or 25% were
{ound on a roacl, and 47% were within 90 to 390 m of
a road. C'learly, there is a correlation between road and

historic site locations.

Al’c]:loug]: data from these studies is not
aclequate to support revisione in the Fort Stewart
predictive model, they do suggest, {iret, that site density
is Ii.lzely to exhihit COI’].EiJ.EIa]'Jle variation, and seconcl,
that the factors aﬂec’cin.g historic site locations are more
complex than the current model suggests.

These {-ac"l:ors, combined with concerns over
the a.l)lllty of the current metl'loc].ology to locate small
historic farmsteads, may be issues that Fort Stewart
wishes to address in future research designs.

The survey tract is located in the southern
portion of Fort Stewart, south of Georgia State
Highway 144. A single site was identified during the
survey, vielding a site density of 0.31 site per km?2. This
is far lower than previous Chicora studies. Bven if the
pedesl'nan survey acreage is removed, the site density is
still only 0.43 site per k2.

Information on Bland Town

The current survey has identified one
additional component (QLI87Z5) to the Bland Town
settlement. Unforl:una.tely, the site has been ]Jeavily
i.mpade& by mi]itary activities and is not lilze}y able to
address any significant research questions. Like other
historic setl:lements, such as Taylors Creelz, identified
on Fort Stewart, abandonment, intentional demolition,
and  additional yeors of mi'ita.ry operations have
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dramatically reduced not only the sites’ archacological
visibility, but also their integrity.
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| Acc #[Box #] Bag || County |' Site | Contracto Project | Prov. Artifacts .~ Date_|Cataloger
1055 31 1 ‘Liberty  [[9LI874 | Chicora |FortStewart12 | N200E200 | 1 white clay pipestem 1-5-00 DH
055 (2 |2 \ Liberty  9LI876 |Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 ‘Surface 1 glass, clear 1-5-00 DH
055 12 2 Liberty ;9LI875 |Chicora | FortStewart12 | Surface 1 window glass 1-5-00 DH
1055 ‘ 1 3 ‘ Liberty 9LI875 | Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 ‘ N200E185 | 8 whiteware, undscorated 1-5-00 DH
055 12 13 Liberty guig7s | Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 N200E185 |1 glass, aqua 1-5-00 DH
055 2 3 Liberty 9L1875 | Chicora ‘ Fort Stewart 12 | N200E185 |4 glass, clear 1-5-00 PH
ﬂ 055 i2 3 |Liberty 9LI875 |Chicora | FortStewart12 |N200E185 |5 UID nail fragments 1-5-00 DH
1055 |2 3 Liberty 911875 | Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 N200E185 |1 machine cut naif 1-5-00 DH
055 |2 3 ‘ Liberty 9Li875 |Chlcora | Fort Stewart 12 | N200E185 |1 wire nail fragment 1-5-00 DH
Q55 12 I3 Liberty 9LIB75 |Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 N200E185 | 2 window glass 1-5-00 DH
055 (12 3 Liberty 9LIB75 | Chicora |Fort Stewart12 | N200E185. |1 brass shell casing 1-5-00 DH
055 |2 3 |Liberty 9L1875 |Chicora |FortStewart12 |N200E185 |2 brick fragments 1-5-00 DH
1055 12 3 Liberty 9L1875 | Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 N200E185 |1 vial charcoal 1-5-00 jDH |
055 |2 4 | Liberty 9L1875 | Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 | N200E200 |1 strip of iron 1-5-00 DH ‘{
085 12 '5 Liberty 011875 |Chicora j{FortStewart12 | N200E215 | 1 glass, aqua 1-5-00 iDH
1055 1 6 Liberty {9LIB75 |Chicora |FortStewart12 |N215E185 |2 whitewars, undecorated 1-5-00 DH "
p055 [2 6 |Liberty |9LIB75 |Chicora |FortStewart12 |N215E185 |1 glass, brown 1-5-00 DH
055 ;2 6 Liberty gLI875 | Chicora |ForiStewart12 |N215E185 |1 window glass 1-5-00 DH
055 |2 6 'Liberty 811875 |Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 N215E185 3 brick fragments 1-5-00 DbH ﬂ
055 12 7 ! Liberty 911875 | Chicora | FortStewart12 |N215E200 32 glass, clear 1-5-00 | DH
055 2 7 Liberty 9LIg75 | Chicora n Fort Stewart 12 N215E200 1 glass, agua 1-5-00 DH
* 0s5 |2 7 ilberty [OLi875 |Chicora |FortStewart12 |N215E200 |6 window glass 1-5.-00  |OH
055 ;2 7 Liberty :9LI875 | Chicora -1 Fort Stewart 12 N215E200 {8 UID nail fragments 1-5-00 DH
'1‘ 055 I 2 7 | Liberty [ 9LI875 |Chicora |FortStewart12 |N215E200 |4 wire nails 1-5-00 w DH 1
l 085 12 7 Liberty 9L1875 | Chicora | FortStewart12 | N215E200 :1 brass knob 1-5-00 | DH |
055 |2 7 Liberty 9LI875 | Chicora [ Fort Stewart 12 | N215E200 | 1 vial charcoal 1-5-00 DH i
055 |2 7 |Liberty [ oL1875 |Chicora |FortStewart12 |N215E200 15 brick fragments ﬂ 1-5-00 DY v
055 (|2 8 Liberty 9LI875 | Chicora [ Fort Stewart 12 N230E200 ‘ 23 glass, melted i 1-5-00 fDH
055 |2 8 ‘ Liberty 9LIB75 | Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 | N230E200 | 24 UID nail fragmenits [ 1-5-00 DH “
055 2 g Liberty 9U1875 | Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 N230E200 ‘7 machine cut nall fragments 1-5-00 1 DH
0585 (2 8 ‘ Liberty ‘ gLI875 |Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 N230E200 | 10 machine cut nails 1-5-00 DH J
. L ! \
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! Artifacts

[ Acc #1Box #| Bag | County Site | Contractor] Project Prov. Date  { Cataloger
055 |2 ] Liberty '||SLIBTS |[Chicora Fort Stewart 12 N230E200 5 wire nalls 1-5-00 ‘DH
Q55 |2 8 tLiberty 4OLI875 ||Chicora Fort Stewart 12 1N230E200 1 staple 1-5-00 | DH
055 |2 8 Liberty 19Li875 [Chicora |FortStewart12  N230E200 |5 barbed wire fragments 1-5-00 DH
055 |2 8 Liberty oLIB75 | Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 N230E200 | 1 strap buckle 1-5-00 ‘DH
055 |2 8 Liberty  |9LI875 |Chicora |FortStewart12 |N230QE200 |1 brass tube fragment 1-5-00 ‘ DH
055 ||2 8 Liberty gLIB75 ||Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 |N230E200 | 2 flat UID iren fragments 1-5-00 DH
055 |2 18 Liberty gLI875 ||Chicora ||Fort Stewart12 {N230E200 |1 vial charcoal 1-5-00 DH
055 |2 19 Libety |9LI875 | Chicora Fort Stewart 12 N245E200 1 window glass 1-5-00 DH
055 12 9 Liberty :OLI875 |Chicora |FortStewart12 [IN245E200 |1 UID nail fragment 1-5-00 DH
055 12 10 Libarty gLI875 | Chicora iFort Stewart12 TU2 0-10cm | 1 glass, aqua 1-5-00 DH
1085 |2 10 | Uberty 9LI875 |Chicora jFortStewart12  TU2 0-10cm | 1 glass, clear 1-5-00 DH
055 'l2 10 | Liberty oLI875 |Chicora |FortStewart12 |TU2 0-10cm | 1 window glass 1-5-00 |DH
055 2 11 uliberty 9LI875 "Chicora |FortStewart12 |TU210-20c )2 glass, clear 1-5-00 DH
055 J2 11 |Liberty gLI875 . Chicora | Fort Stewart 12 | TUZ2 10-20¢ [ 3 wire nails | 1-5-00 | DH n
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